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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Claims 

1. This is in response to the applicant's remarks filed on 04/13/2010. 

Claims 1,7, 14 are amended and claims 8, 10-13, 22, 26-2830-35 are canceled. Claim 36 
is new. Therefore, claims 1-7, 9, 14-21, 23-25, 29, 36 are presented for examination. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings submitted on 04/07/2006 are acknowledged. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,14 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 04/13/2010 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Claim 29: 

Applicant's argument is directed to features of Tsai, e.g. UPS units arranged on a parallel 
bus, which are not relevant to the claimed subject matter. The salient point is that Marais 
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discloses UPS and Tsai discloses UPS and an isolation transformer; hence, it would be obvious 
to combine with the two for the reasons cited in claim 29. 

Response to Amendment 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-7, 14-17, 19-21, 23, 25, 29, 36 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marais (WO Patent Application Pub WO-00/68908, cited in PTO-1449) in 
view of Tsai et al. (US Patent Application Pub 2005/0043859; Tsai). 

In consideration of independent claim 1: 

Marais is drawn to a surveillance system for a plant worksite (page 1 paragraph 1). He 
exhibits a confined space 12, e.g., a vessel with manhole openings 14A-D which is the object of 
surveillance (figure 1) (page 4 paragraph 1) (reads on a method of monitoring personnel 
operating at a workplace within a confined space). 

Marais exhibits multiple remote surveillance stations 10A-N (figure 2) with video 
cameras 16 (figure 1), mounted cameras 42 (reads on mounting the modules at least partially 
within the confined space) and mobile cameras 38 (page 6 paragraph 5). Marais recites wherein 
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cameras 42 are "mounted at strategic locations in the area 40 and are remotely controllable from 
the central station 32 (figure 2) (page 5 paragraph 1) (reads on selectively configurable). 

In a field of similar field of endeavor, Tsai is directed to a UPS system and control 
method (paragraph 2). He teaches wherein it is possible to connect an isolation transformer to 
the AC output bus (figure 2) in order to step down the voltage for low voltage applications 
(paragraph 69). 

Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the UPS of Marais with the low voltage isolation transformer, as taught by 
Tsai, in order to provide low voltage and to decouple the two sources thereby substantially 
reducing interference. It is obvious that surveillance stations 20 require multiple outlets. 

Marais discloses wherein central control room may be fixed or mobile. Marais further 
teaches a multi-channel video recorder for recording video images (page 5 paragraph 4), an 
audio means for emitting sounds (page 5 paragraph 5) (page 6 paragraph 4) and a means for 
detecting hazardous gases (page 2 paragraph 6). He discloses a means for maintaining a 
"complete visual and audio record of all activities at each hazardous location" (page 8 paragraph 
4) which suggests apparatus for receiving audio input is included in sensor 24 (figure 1) (reads 
on, for each workplace, providing a selectively configurable mobile workplace module 
comprising a video registration device producing video data, an audio interface for emitting and 
receiving audio data and a gas sensor to produce gas sensor data and an isolation transformer 
supplying low voltage electrical power). 

Marais exhibits sensors 24 at each manhole opening to a vessel 12 (figure 1) and a remote 
surveillance station 20 disposed outside the vessel. He exhibits cameras 16 outside the vessel 
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which are trained on the openings, gas detectors included in sensors 24 (page 6 paragraph 4) and 
an audible signal means for alerting personnel (page 6 paragraph 4). An audio input means is 
inherently disclosed per the complete audio record disclosure as cited above (reads on providing 
a mobile monitoring unit outside the confined space, the monitoring unit comprising a display 
for displaying video data from the workplace modules, an audio interface for emitting and 
receiving audio data and a gas data receiver for receiving gas sensor data). 

Marais exhibits communication links 34 (figure 2) for passing data to the central control 
station (page 4 paragraph 4) (reads on connecting the workplace modules for signal transfer to a 
transmitting station; transmitting data from the transmission station to the monitoring unit). 

Marais recites the activities of workmen that can be monitored and directed by the central 
control room (page 8 items 1-7) (reads on monitoring, at the monitoring unit, the operation of 
personnel in the workplace). 
In consideration of claim 2: 

The methods of Marais disclose all as applied above (see claim 1). Marais teaches 
whereby workers may carry transponders which are interrogated to indicate the identity and 
presence of the worker (page 6 paragraph 1) (reads on wherein workplace module comprises a 
presence detector and the method further comprises detecting the presence of a person at the 
workplace). 

In consideration of claim 3: 

The methods of Marais disclose all as applied above (see claim 2). Marais teaches 
wherein data is automatically collected on which worker enters and exits a vessel and the data is 
transmitted to a logging device 64 in control room 32 (figure 3) (page 6 paragraph 1) (reads on 
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wherein the presence detector comprises a workplace access registration device and the method 
further comprises registering the entry and exit of personnel into the confined space). 
In consideration of claim 4: 

The methods of Marais disclose all as applied above (see claim 2). As discussed in the 
rejection of claims 2 and 3, Marais teaches detection of worker identity (reads on wherein the 
presence detector comprises an identification device and the method further comprises 
identifying a person at a workplace and providing the identity to the monitoring unit). 
In consideration of claim 5: 

The methods of Marais disclose all as applied above (see claim 1). As discussed in the 
rejection of claim 1, Marais exhibits a multichannel video recorder 52 (figure 3) (reads on further 
providing a recording device for recording data transmitted to the monitoring unit). 
In consideration of claim 6: 

The methods of Marais disclose all as applied above (see claim 1). Marais teaches 
whereby an alarm signal is generated as a result of the emission of dangerous gas. The method 
of comparing the reading from a gas sensor to a threshold is inherently disclosed since, 
otherwise; there would be no basis for generating an alarm (reads on further comparing gas 
sensor data with predefined gas data limits and generating a warning in the event that the gas 
data limits are exceeded). 
In consideration of claim 7: 

The methods of Marais disclose all as applied above (see claim 1). As discussed in the 
rejection of claim 1, Marais recites "Sensors may be provided at each location for detecting 
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unwanted or dangerous events, for example, the presence of dangerous or noxious gases" (reads 
on wherein a gas is provided at a first workplace). 
In consideration of claim 9: 

The methods of Marais disclose all as applied above (see claim 1). As discussed in the 
rejection of claim 1, Marais exhibits mounted cameras within a confined workspace. Further, 
these cameras may be operated from central station 32 in pan, tilt and zoom modes (page 5 
paragraph 1) (reads on wherein the video registration device is controllable from the mobile 
monitoring unit and the method further includes controlling the video registration device to 
zoom, pan or tilt). 

In consideration of independent claim 14: 

The methods of Marais disclose everything. Claim 14 is interpreted and thus rejected for 
the same reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 1 since the system is an inherent variation of 
the method. Further, central control station 32, which may be mobile, includes multiple monitors 
50 for displaying video images from the various camera locations (page 5 paragraph 2) (reads on 
a mobile monitoring unit selectively connectable to receive data transmission from the 
transmitting station to the workplace modules for data transmission between the workplace 
module and the monitoring unit; the monitoring unit comprising a display for displaying video 
data from the workplace module). 
In consideration of claim 15: 

The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 14). Claim 15 is 
interpreted and thus rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 2 since the 
system is an inherent variation of the method. 
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In consideration of claim 16: 

The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 15). Claim 16 is 
interpreted and thus rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 3 since the 
system is an inherent variation of the method. 
In consideration of claim 17: 

The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 16). Claim 17 is 
interpreted and thus rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 4 since the 
system is an inherent variation of the method. 
In consideration of claim 19: 

The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 14). Claim 19 is 
interpreted and thus rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 5 since the 
system is an inherent variation of the method. 
In consideration of claim 20: 

The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 14). Claim 20 is 
interpreted and thus rejected for the same reasons put forth in the rejection of claim 6 since the 
system is an inherent variation of the method. 
In consideration of claim 21: 

The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 14). Marais recites 
"Sensors may be provided at each location for detecting unwanted or dangerous events, for 
example, the presence of dangerous or noxious gases" (page 2 paragraph 6) (reads on wherein 
the gas sensor is a direct gas sensor for location at the workplace). 
In consideration of claim 23: 
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The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 14). Marais exhibits cable 
links 34 (figure 2) which tie surveillance stations 10 to central control 32 (page 4 paragraph 4) 
(reads on comprising a mobile umbilical cable connecting the workplace modules to the 
monitoring unit). 
In consideration of claim 25: 

The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 14). Marais exhibits 
multiple cameras on each remote surveillance station 20 (figure 2) (reads on wherein the 
workplace modules comprise a plurality of video registration devices). 
In consideration of independent claim 29: 

As discussed in the rejection of claim 1, Marais relates to a surveillance system for a 
plant worksite with multiple sensors (reads on a selectively configurable workplace module for a 
safety monitoring system comprising a workplace unit and a plurality of 
sensors). 

Marais recites "Information produced by the various sensors, movement detectors, card 
readers and the like is initially collected at each respective remote control surveillance stations 
20 which then transmit the information to the central control room 32" (page 7 paragraph 1) 
(reads on the workplace unit comprising a plurality of data interfaces for receiving data from the 
sensors and transmitting data to the safety monitoring system). 

He discloses a UPS 70 (uninterruptible power supply) (figure 2) (page 7 paragraph 5) as a 
power supply means. However, he fails to disclose an isolation transformer. 

Tsai teaches wherein it is possible to connect an isolation transformer to the AC output 
bus (figure 2) in order to step down the voltage for low voltage applications (paragraph 69). 
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Hence, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the UPS of Marais with the low voltage isolation transformer, as taught by 
Tsai, in order to provide low voltage and to decouple the two sources thereby substantially 
reducing interference. It is obvious that surveillance stations 20 require multiple outlets (reads 
on a plurality of power outlets for providing electrical power to the sensors and an isolation 
transformer for supplying the power outlets with low voltage electrical power). 

In consideration of claim 36: 

Marais discloses network links (figure 2) to the remote surveillance station which are 
typically internet links which are governed by TCP/IP protocol (reads on whereby the workplace 
unit is adapted to transmit data to the safety monitoring system under TCP/IP protocol). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 18, 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marais. 
In consideration of claim 18: 

The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 16). Marais teaches 
"signal apparatus responsive to the detector devices for providing a signal when movement is 
detected" (page 2 paragraph 2). He further teaches signaling, based on movement, when 
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someone enters or exits the workplace (page 5 paragraph 5). It is obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art that such a signal, as taught by Marais, can be used to switch on cameras upon entry 
and switch them off upon exit thereby conserving power (reads on wherein the monitoring 
workplace modules have an active state and 

a passive state, and the presence detector is active to cause transition of the 

workplace modules from the passive state to the active state in response to the detection of a 

person at the workplace). 

In consideration of claim 24: 

The system of Marais discloses all as applied above (see claim 23). As discussed in the 
rejection of claim 23, Marais exhibits video cables. It is obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to use fiber-optic cable, which is in wide use for carrying video data, as the cable link taught 
by Marais since it provides very high data rate. 

Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BRADLEY E. THOMPSON whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5583. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8 to 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Bugg can be reached on 571-272-2998. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

BRADLEY E THOMPSON 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2612 

/BET/ 

/George A Bugg/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2612 



